We examine an important unintended consequence of diversity promotion in higher education.
INTRODUCTION
Nearly every indicator of economic status suggests that significant racial inequality persists in the U.S. labor market. Over the past decade, African Americans, in particular, remained twice as likely to be unemployed compared to whites.
1 Moreover, the average full-time male African American makes 70 cents for every dollar his white counterpart earns. 2 Beginning in the 1960s, however, much effort has been extended to remedy racial disparities in the labor market. Policy-makers and organizations have dedicated resources and developed a host of programs to promote equal opportunity and facilitate career development for racial minorities in the workplace. Such programs include the adoption and diffusion of affirmative action and diversity policies (Kalev, Dobbin, and Kelly, 2006) and Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) guidelines, as well as organizational-level initiatives such as the rise of merit-based pay systems (Castilla, 2008; Castilla and Benard, 2010) , diversity training (Kalev, 2009) , and so on.
That inequality endures in spite of efforts to resolve it has called into question the efficacy of past diversity management efforts, and has sparked discussion as to how various subtle mechanisms may undermine remedies for inequality (e.g. Castilla, 2008; Castilla and Benard, 2010; Chan and Anteby, 2015; Dobbin, 2009; Dobbin et al., 2015; Kalev et al., 2006) . It is no surprise to organizational scholars that some policies and organizational practices may not always accomplish their stated purposes, as neo-institutional theorists have long argued that organizations may adopt practices for symbolic and legitimacy-seeking reasons (Edelman, Uggen, and Erlanger, 1999; Kelly and Dobbin, 1998; Meyer and Rowan, 1977) . Accordingly, 1 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Population Surveyresearch and policy-makers alike have long emphasized the importance of establishing responsibility and enforcing compliance as integral components to facilitating equal opportunity and managing diversity (Bertrand, Black, Jensen, and Lleras-Muney, 2014; Kalev et al. 2006; Pande and Ford, 2009; Weber 1978 Weber [1968 ).
More recently, organizational scholars have gone even further to reveal that inequality may not only persist in spite of practices and policies meant to eliminate it, but also because of those practices and policies. For example, Castilla and Benard (2010) found that merit-based pay programs can generate the unintended consequence of exacerbating inequality. Using an experimental design, the authors found that individuals tend to favor male employees over equally-qualified female employees (in assigning monetary rewards) when they believe their organizations to be more meritocratic. Dobbin and Kalev (2011; see also Paluck and Green 2009 ) find similarly that the three most widespread interventions for making firms more diverse-mandatory diversity training, job tests, and grievance systems-often given rise to the opposite outcome. Chan and Anteby (2015) highlight a related phenomenon in their recent ethnographic account of the Transportation Security Administration (TSA). The authors blame the emergence of gender-based inequality among TSA agents on the gender-sensitive procedure whereby advanced screening of passengers (i.e., "pat downs") must be performed by likegendered TSA agents. 3 Findings like these point to a host of subtle and unintended mechanisms that can undermine the goals of equal opportunity and stand in the way promoting diversity (see also Fernandez-Mateo and King 2011; Lewis 2013; Smith and Gaughan 2016) . Promoting diversity without a sufficient understanding of potential unintended consequences can lead to 3 Because there is a mismatch between the percentage of travels that are female and percentage of TSA agents who are female, female TSA agents are disproportionately called upon to perform advanced screening, raising both the physical and psychological demands of their work relative to their male counterparts. counteracting repercussions. As such, an important area for research involves identifying how organizational procedures meant to promote equality can sometimes simultaneously undermine it (cf., Chan and Anteby, 2015) .
In the present paper, we examine an important unintended consequence of diversity promotion in higher education. More specifically, we demonstrate that organizational efforts to increase the representation of racial minorities can overexpose those minority group members to a set of unique risks that can negatively affect their career advancement. Using comprehensive administrative data from a large U.S. public university from 1990 to 2009, we find that African
American assistant professors were four times more likely to be jointly appointed-that is, appointed in two different academic departments simultaneously-as compared to their white colleagues. 4 We further find that the hiring and joint appointment of African American assistant professors is motivated in part by efforts to increase diversity within departments. Finally, we demonstrate that independent of race, being jointly appointed at the assistant professor level is associated with poorer career outcomes. Ceteris paribus, assistant professors that are jointly appointed in two or more academic departments receive smaller year-over-year raises as a percentage of their income and face lower likelihoods of promotion to tenure.
In what follows we introduce our theory and develop four sets of hypotheses regarding the relationship between underrepresented minorities and joint appointment in higher education, the "upstream" antecedents of that relationship, as finally the "downstream" consequences of it.
We next describe our data, measurement strategies, and empirical approach. We present our results in the order of our hypotheses, beginning with basic frequency tabulations and preceding through to identify the consequences of joint appointment among African American assistant professors in particular. We then turn to a series of robustness tests and to consider a handful of alternative explanations. In the discussion section we consider the broader theoretical and practical implications of our findings for work related to diversity management and organizational theory.
THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
On the heals of the civil rights movement, organizations of all kinds have increasingly faced legal and normative pressures to recruit and retain diverse workforces. Naturally, this does not imply that the organizational desire for diversity is comparable across all industries and organizational contexts. Rather, as Dobbin and colleagues (2010) have pointed out, "organizational culture" and pro-diversity norms at the industry level both play a "critical role in companies' decisions to promote diversity practices." Due in part to the liberal ideological leanings of academia (e.g, Gross 2013), it is unsurprising given Dobbin's observation that higher education is a context in which diversity promotion has long been a topic of concern (Berrey 2011; Smith and Rand 2016) .
5 And yet despite this long-held concern, the descriptive data in Table 1 reveal a stark mismatch between the racial demographics of the professorship and of the country at large. Specifically, while African Americans and Hispanics make up 18% and 17% of the United States population, respectively, they account for a mere 6% and 4% of the tenured and tenure track faculty among degree-granting postsecondary institutions.
While a number of factors may ultimately be responsible for the underrepresentation of African Americans and Hispanics in higher education, the most proximate cause of the racial 5 Faculty diversity has become an even more central topic in the last two to three years in the wake of high-profile incidents involving race on the campuses of the University of Missouri and Yale University (Smith 2015) . mismatch stems from the relative scarcity of African Americans and Hispanics receiving doctoral degrees. 6 Our aim in the present paper is not to diagnose the underlying causes of this "pipeline," or supply, problem (Yared 2016; Griffin 2016; Cooney 2015) , but instead highlight the constraint it poses for academic institutions striving to create more diversity among their faculty. Simply put, if practices are not first put in place to increase the supply of minority candidates for faculty positions, no amount of diversity management procedures at the faculty level will effectively remedy the mismatch apparent from the data in Table 1 .
Short of an immediate and effective solution to this supply problem, how might a university cope with its inability to recruit and maintain a more diverse faculty? We propose that one solution-though "solution" is surely the wrong word here-is to rely on joint appointments whereby an individual faculty member is simultaneously appointed in more than one academic department. In much the same way that organizations often adopt certain practices and policies to appear more legitimate, even when the practice or policy has little material effect on the organization itself (e.g., Zajac and Westphal 2004; Westphal and Graebner 2010; Chae 2016), joint appointments of underrepresented minorities are unique in that they offer the appearance of diversity at the level of the academic department. Accordingly, we hypothesize that:
(H1) Under-represented minorities are more likely to be jointly appointed than non-minorities.
Needless to say, jointly appointing a minority faculty member at the department level will have no effect on the demographic makeup of a university's faculty as a whole, in the short term at very least. Nevertheless, because academic departments often maintain their own goals regarding diversity, joint appointments can offer departments an additional means to achieve their diversity targets-the other being hiring and retaining singly appointed faculty. As the salience of a department's diversity-related goals is likely greater when the department notably lacks diversity, we propose: Whereas our second set of hypotheses speak to an antecedent, or "upstream" cause of the first hypothesis-specifically, that a lack of diversity in an academic department may account for between-race differences in the likelihood of being hired and/or jointly appointed-our third set of hypotheses focus on two potential "downstream" consequences. In short, we expect that jointly appointed faculty experience unique costs that singly appointed faculty do not. These additional costs come in two forms at least. First, jointly appointed faculty may be subject to greater demands on their time-e.g., additional meetings, seminars, student advising, service, and so on-which can negatively impact their productivity as teachers and research scholars.
Second, jointly appointed faculty may suffer from a unique sort of "identity" problem as they are not "of" any single department, despite being "in" two or more (cf., Tajfel and Turner 1999; Zuckerman 1999; Smith 2011) . The effects of this identity problem may be manifest in one of several ways, including increased psychological strain for the jointly appointed faculty member herself (cf., Swann 1983; Polzer et al. 2002) to greater ambiguity in the criteria used by others to evaluate a jointed appointed colleague. As academic departments differ notably in norms and expectations involving teaching, research, and service, jointly appointed faculty face the additional burden of satisfying the expectations of two or more differing contingencies.
Together, both consequences-the first related to distraction and the second to identity-lend to the following two hypotheses:
H3a: Ceteris paribus, jointly appointed faculty will be evaluated more poorly than their singly appointed peers.
and,

H3b: Jointly appointed (untenured) faculty will be less likely to be promoted to tenure.
Unlike our first two sets of hypotheses which involve race specifically, H3a and H3b are race independent. In other words, we expect joint appointments to create additional costs for all faculty, and all untenured faculty in particular, independent of race. Our fourth and final hypothesis thus accounts for the fact that the costs of being jointly appointed may be even greater for under-represented minorities. For evidence, we point first to a handful of comments appearing in recent news reports focusing on issues of race in higher education. For example, one African American faculty member pointed out that minority faculty are not only more likely to sit on more committees, but also indicated that committee participation "feels more like an obligation [for minority faculty] than a choice." The "obligation" stems from the fact that minorities are often looked to to share alternative, underrepresented perspectives. Despite the importance of hearing that perspective, the persistent underrepresentation of minorities creates a situation whereby individual minority faculty members are called on more often and more intensely than their non-minority counterparts (cf., Chan and Anteby, 2015) . According to one African American faculty member, "many of us do not want to be stretched thin, but we see no way around it because we are not comfortable not having eyes and ears in certain rooms." 8 Thus,
we expect:
H4: The effects depicted in H3a and H3b may be exacerbated among underrepresented minorities.
Before turning to discuss our data and analytic approach, we hasten to point out that regardless of whether our final hypothesis is empirically supported, our third set of hypotheses still carry significant race-related implications as long as our first hypothesis holds true. If underrepresented minorities are indeed more likely to be jointly appointed than their nonminority counterparts, and if jointly appointed faculty face professional costs not experienced by their singly appointed counterparts, then underrepresented minorities are at greater risk of experiencing certain professional consequences than others.
METHODOLGY AND RESULTS
Data and Sample
We test our hypotheses using comprehensive administrative employment records from a large U.S. public university. The data extends from 1990 to 2009 and includes the following variables: year, individual name, academic department, position, year hired, and annual salary.
As we are interested in the career development of academic researchers, in particular, we restricted the sample of university employees to include only tenured or tenure-track faculty, or individuals who have worked at the positions of Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, and/or Full Professor. We further restricted the sample to the university's main campus and excluded records from the university's medical and dental school as both schools follow notably different personnel policies relative to the remainder of university schools and departments. The final dataset on which we drew for our analyses was an unbalanced panel containing 36,368 personyear observations. The individuals in our final sample were appointed to 77 distinct academic departments.
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In addition to personnel records, we also manually coded individual's race and gender using a combination of sources including departmental webpages, personnel webpages, LinkedIn, and various other online resources. Because of the extensive use of departmental and personal websites in this context, we were able to code these variables for over 95% of our data sample. 9 The math department is distinct in that individuals with post-doctoral positions appear as assistant professors in the administrative record. We take this into account in our analyses.
Finally, because the administrative records do not distinguish between a person failing to be promoted-and subsequently leaving the university-versus leaving the university for other reasons, we manually coded the career outcomes of untenured assistant professors who left the university before being promoted to associate professor. More specifically, we collected information about positions to which individuals moved immediately after leaving the university.
Measures
Race: We coded race according to the racial classification adopted by the U.S. census Due to the low representation of some minority groups, as well as several unique features associated with Asian faculty, in particular, we constrain our primary analyses to examine differences between African American and white faculty specifically. Our results regarding these differences are in no way conditional on excluding other races from the analyses, as the tables included in the associated appendix reveal.
Joint appointment: We used administrative records at the individual level to determine whether a person was jointly appointed. Specifically, we coded joint appointment as a binary variable equal to 1 if an individual was affiliated with 2 or more academic departments in the same year, and 0 otherwise. Only formal joint appointments appear in the university's administrative record. Informal or "courtesy" appointments are thus not included in our data. We manually verified a random sample of the cases marked as indicating joint appointment using university webpages and individual CVs.
African American Hire: To test our second set of hypotheses we created a departmentlevel variable equal to 1 if a department hired one or more African American tenure-track faculty members in a given year, and 0 if the department did not hire any African American tenure-track faculty members in that year.
Salary raise: We measured year-over-year salary raises as both a percentage and raw dollar amount using salary data from the university administrative records. While salary increases can depend on several factors-including basic cost-of-living increases-we assume that the size of an individual's raise relative to other individuals in comparable positions reflect in part an evaluation of a focal individual's performance. Accordingly, we treat salary raises as an important, albeit imperfect measure of how an individual was evaluated for her performance over the prior year.
Promotion: For all individuals who first appeared in the data as assistant professors, we used the administrative personnel records to code whether those individuals were promoted to the level of associate professor with tenure. Naturally, a limitation of the university's administrative data is that we do not have a direct measure indicating whether a lack of promotion was voluntary or involuntary. To mitigate the resulting measurement liability, we manually coded the positions and schools (and organizations) to which un-promoted individuals moved immediately upon leaving the university. Our results remain robust to the exclusion of those cases that appear to involved voluntary exits.
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Estimation Strategy and Results
We began our analyses by examining whether African Americans were indeed more likely to be jointly appointed over the course of our sample, as compared to their white colleagues (H1). Table 2 includes simple tabulations and reveals stark differences. Among all faculty ranks, 30% of African American faculty members were jointly appointed compared to 10% among white faculty. This difference is even more striking among untenured assistant professors: whereas 28% of African American assistant professors were jointly appointed within our sample period, the rate of joint appointment among white assistant professors was less than 6%.
To control for other factors that may affect the likelihood of joint appointment, we employed a standard logistic regression framework. Specifically, we estimated a number of logistic regression models of the following form, To test hypotheses 2a and 2b, and to better understand the "upstream" antecedents of the decision to hire and/or jointly appoint African American faculty, we employ a similar logistic regression framework to estimate the likelihood that an academic department hires or jointly appoints an African American professor as a function of the current racial profile of the hiring department (H2). Needless to say, our data does not include information on job offers that were turned down by a candidate. We are only able to observe successful hires and/or joint appointments. Our models take the following form:
12 Many readers will correctly speculate that a significant component of African American's increased likelihood of being jointly appointed may be due to the existence of African American Studies as an academic department. This is indeed the case in our data. Of the 28% of all African American assistant professors who were jointly appointed, 90% were jointly appointed in African American Studies and one other discipline. Americans in the department in the previous year. Thus, the coefficients and measures the increase in the log odds of departments hiring or jointly appointing African American faculty members given the presence, or lack of, and number of African American faculty in the department over the prior year. In all specifications, we control for the size of the department, 2 , measured by the total number of tenured and tenure track faculty, and include fixed effects at the level of the year, & , and department, 2 .
The models included in Table 4 We next turned to examine the "downstream" consequences of being jointly appointed (as an assistant professor) by analyzing individuals' career outcomes in terms of salary raises (H3a) and promotion likelihoods (H3b). We employed a standard OLS framework to study the effect of joint appointment on year-over-year salary raises, and used logistic regression to examine whether joint appointments affect one's likelihood of being promoted to the rank of associate professor with tenure. The models used to test hypotheses 3a and 3b are as follows, American. %& is a vector of control variables measured at the individual level, including the gender and, in the case of the model involving salary, the individual's salary from the previous year. By using a lagged dependent variable on the right-hand side of the regression, the first model predicts changes in salary, or equivalently an individual's year-over-year raise. As in prior models, all specifications include a year fixed effect, & , and department-level fixed effect, 2 .
In two of the specifications (models 9 and 12 in Tables 5 and 6 , respectively), we also included an interaction term between joint appointment, % , and race, % , to examine the differential treatment effect of joint appointment by race, as implied in H4. Tables 5 and 6 approximately $300 less in their yearly raises compared to singly appointed colleagues. Table   A .2 in the appendix replicates this effect using percentage raise as a dependent variable. Model 9
adds an interaction term between the African American and joint appointment indicator variables to assess whether the negative effect of being jointly appointed is exacerbated among African
American faculty. The coefficient on the interaction term, while only marginally significant, lends some support to H4. The penalty associated with being jointed appointed is more than twice as large among African Americans than among whites ($447.50 versus $250.70).
Models 10, 11, and 12 in Table 6 When put together, the results of our empirical analyses form a compelling, if distressing narrative. In the name of promoting diversity, academic departments having few or no African
American faculty members display a higher probability of using joint appointments to address their lack of diversity. While this effect holds at each employment grade-assistant, associate, and full professor level-it is particularly pronounced among assistant professors. This is problematic in light of evidence that being jointly appointed lends to clear, meaningful risks among young faculty. Our results demonstrate two directly. Untenured faculty who are jointly appointed in two or more departments experience lower raises and lower likelihoods of promotion to tenure. When African Americans are jointly appointed for the sake of promoting diversity, the outcome is alarming: the desire to promote diversity may in fact undermine it.
ROBUSTNESS TESTS
Despite offering support for each of our hypotheses, whether strongly or partially, the analyses presented thus far are not without certain limitations. We speak to those limitations and our various attempts to adjust for them in this section.
First, we hypothesized that the negative consequences associated with joint appointments have to do with greater distraction and demands on one's time, as well as issues involving identity that can come to impact evaluations of jointly appointed professors. Our results confirm that joint appointment is indeed associated with smaller year-over-year raises and lower chances of promotion among untenured assistant professors. Nevertheless, it is natural to question whether these effects might be due to unobserved differences between jointly appointed and singly appointed individuals to begin with. For example, it is possible that jointly appointed faculty have lower quality compared to singly appointed faculty, and thus an underlying quality difference, and not a difference in appointment status per se, may best account for differing employment outcomes. 13 To alleviate this concern, we replicated our analyses by restricting our set of jointly appointed faculty to included only those who were jointly appointed at least one year after joining the university (as singly appointed faculty). Consistent with our prior findings, Table 7 confirms that joint appointments are equally consequential among this restricted set:
13 If jointly versus singly appointed faculty do indeed differ in their quality, it is additionally possible that jointly appointed faculty may have lower capacity to negotiate salary increases.
assistant professors who remained singly appointed received approximately $559 more in yearly raises, on average, compared to those who became jointly appointed.
Second, we have argued that the desire for workforce diversity and greater representation of underrepresented minorities in higher education contributes directly to the motivation and practice of jointly appointing African American faculty. Our results support this argument indirectly at very least by demonstrating that departments with fewer numbers of African Americans are also significantly more likely to hire and jointly appoint African Americans as compared to departments with more African Americans. In a follow on analysis, we provide further evidence for the disproportionately high demand for African American representation in higher education. Specifically, our data indicates that African American assistant professors are also significantly more likely to take on more nonacademic responsibilities-e.g., appointments
on formal committees and other university entities outside of academic departments. 14 Model 15
in Table 8 indicates that African American assistant professors are 2.5 times more likely to have non-academic joint appointments as compared to their white colleagues.
Third, as the majority of African American assistant professors who were jointly appointed are affiliated with African American Studies and one other discipline, we address the concern that the negative effect of joint appointment on one's career outcomes may simply reflect lower promotion likelihood in the African American Studies department. Model 16 in Table 9 and model 17 in Table 10 indicates that this is not the case. Model 16 demonstrates that the African American Studies department does not differ from other departments, on average, in their propensity to promote assistant professors to tenure. In fact, the African American Studies 14 Given that the administrative data we use captures only formal appointments in academic departments and other non-academic university entities, it is quite possible that we under-observe the full extent to which African American professors are "spread thin." As stark as our empirical effects may be, they may actually amount to conservative tests of our hypotheses.
department promoted every singly-appointed assistant professor in our data sample. Regarding salary, the insignificant interaction term between African American Studies and joint appointment in model 17 further suggests that the consequences of being jointly appointed are not conditional on or exacerbated by being jointly appointed with African American Studies.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Higher education is facing a conundrum. On the one hand, universities are increasingly committed to promoting diversity and addressing the long-standing underrepresentation of certain minority groups amongst faculty. On the other hand, underrepresented minorities continue to be underrepresented in part as a function of their underrepresentation at earlier stages of the academic career cycle-i.e., in doctoral and master's degree programs. Needless to say, the most effective long-term solution facing universities is to encourage underrepresented minorities to consider careers in academia, and support those individuals to ensure their continued participation. In the short-term, however, universities committed to raising the percentage of minorities on their faculties are left to compete amongst one another for what is ultimately a limited supply of minority faculty. To address this obvious constraint, we have demonstrated that academic departments are managing their diversity targets by using joint appointments.
Unfortunately, we have also shown that joint appointments can overexpose racial minorities to a set of unique risks that can undermine their career development. Our findings thus reveal a subtle and unexpected pathway through which remedial efforts to promote diversity can in fact undermine it.
In addition to identifying an important conduit by which racial disparities may persist in academic contexts, our findings also offer a meaningful example of how unintended consequences of organizational practices can sometimes work counter to the very outcomes they are meant to achieve. Naturally, we are not the first to identify this phenomenon. In 1936, Robert C. Merton called for "a systematic treatment" of unanticipated consequences of purposive actions (1936: 894) . A number of organizational researchers have since taken up this challenge (e.g. Bernstein, 2013; Castilla and Benard, 2010; Chan, 2016; Colatat, Massolo, Qian, and Croen, 2014; McDonnell, King, and Soule, 2015; Tilcsik, 2010; Turco, 2012) . Among the most recent examples, Bernstein (2013) found that the observability of workers can undermine work productivity as the lack of privacy induces workers to engage in a handful of inefficient behaviors. Colatat et al. (2014) showed how prior imprinting can unintentionally shape organizational adaptation, and lead to unanticipated outcomes as organizations adopt new practices. Likewise, McDonnell et al. (2015) demonstrated how defensive posturing among a set of organizations that are chronically targeted by social movement activists can unintentionally increase corporate receptivity to future activist challenges. Although our empirical context differs notably from this prior work, the overarching theme of the research is the same. In our case, efforts to promote racial diversity at the group level can lead to a series of unintended consequences that result in inferior career outcomes among minorities.
Our findings carry important theoretical and practical implications for diversity management as well. The inclusion of underrepresented minorities is an important goal of many organizational leaders and policy-makers alike. As evidence of this, consider that the level of minority group representation has long been a key measure of managerial performance (e.g. Dobbin, Kim, and Kalev, 2011; Dobbin, Schrage and Kalev, 2015) . In addition, policy-makers in several countries have gone as far as to mandate compulsory quotas to ensure the increase of minority group representation (Bertrand et al., 2014; Pande and Ford, 2009) . In spite of the many successes of such practices and policies, however, our findings indicate that an increase in the level of representation of minority groups at the aggregate level does not necessarily translate to greater advancement among individual minority group members. It is thus critical to go beyond aggregate level metrics when assessing the efficacy of diversity management efforts. In the context of academia, the quest for increased representation of minorities has affected the demand for jointly appointing minorities such that individuals can become "stretched too thin."
Universities must be attuned to such unintended effects and manage them in ways that do not undercut their goals. 
